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Biology 101 was offered for the second tiie in the 
Per>;onalized Sysltea of Instruction (PSl) foraat during ^he spring 
1973 sTeiester at l^orth Country coiaunity College. Course policy and 
prbcedure for the second semester were identical t6 fall 1972 except 
for\policy changes qutlined in Appendix C of th6t paper. Sixty ;v 
students enrolled in the 1973 course^ inclosing fi^^ who nithdjew 
froB the 1972 course. An attempt is sade here to identify shifts in ^ 
student perf oriiaSice during 1973 in an effort to validate policy 
changes tade fit i ue close of\1972 and to identify additibna^l changes 
that should be initiated. Hell over 100 changes in course naterials 
were oiade at the close of the ,1972 seiester. The 1973 ^udents : 
generally ^shoved iaproved pacing over first semester students. The 
tables in this report contain: the coiparison of grade-point averag'es 
(6PA) of biology 101 students; the average progress rate of 1972 and 
1973 biology 101 SLtudents^ average daily attendancLe in t^iology 101; 
relative laboratory grade earned c<)«pared nith nonlaboratory grade; 
and eventual placeient of 1972 bi9logy 101 students. Appendices 
include course prereqij^isites, and the time extension policy. 
(Authoir/PG) ' 
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' iriTfW3DUCTI0f} , . • 

Biology 101 was offered for the second time on the pSI fomat duHnq v 
thq spring 1$73 seir^ster (S73). The coyrse was offered from 3:30-9:50 
A.li., ttonde^y*^ Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. Course ppl icy and ^ v. 
phjcedure for the second semester were identical to fall 1972 (F72) as 
described in PSI 0?!^ SEflESTER LATER, except for policy changes 'outlined 
in Appendix C of that paper. ' 

Sixty stud^ts enrolledJln the S73 course, including five who 
withdrew durin?i F72. An attempt is made here to Identify shifts in 
student performance during S73 in an effort to val ideate policy changes 
nade at the close of F72 and to identify additional changes which 
shoul-d Iwuinitiated. 

'tell over 100 changes in cburse materials were made at the close 
of the F72 semester. •I'lany changes were minor in nature, others 
included writing unit appendices to clarify troublesome^ conjcGpts. 
One of the greatest satisfactions during S73 came from observing 
students master previous hurdles with greater ease as a re%uH of ■ 
material modifications. / 

.... -0 ^ ■ ■ ■ k 

The materials wfere again revised at the end the S73-semesteri 
and are currently being retyped in a ifwre permanent, rt^fneoqraphed 
form. ' , 
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. teuLjs AND Discussion 

373 students generally showed improved pacing over first .semester 

; ' ■<■.'■-'■.. ■ 

students (see Figure 1)., For tip sake of mpne specific comparison 

with F72 data, the sixty S73 students are divided into three groups. 

By the t>*id of 'the semester, 33 ( 5535) XOiTLETERS took the final examination*,, 

11 (1^) were Ui-PR06RESS ', and 16 (27X) withdrew ( WITHDRAHALS) fron the • 

I T-L. .-J III , 1^. X I r ^ '. ^ . . " ■ 

course. Compared. with F72, these figures represent a 1535, (Increase In ^ 
students completing the. course, a 3% decrease of in-progress students. 



and a 13% decrease in withdrawaU. This shift In end of semester studerft 
Jment is Illustrated In Figure 2'. Gride point averages (GPA) for , 



' • plac^n ■ • • ■ * - 

the three groups for F/2 and S73 appear/in Table 1. 
Completers ♦ * \ . ■ '. 

* /Figure 3 illustrates average progress rates of F72 and 373 completers. 
In contrast to F72, 373 students exh^ibit'ho lag period, essentially pacing 
on the red lipe, except .to»''severaV \^eeks following spring vacation . * 
(April 16-23, i.e., beginning »/eek 11). At worst (week 12) 573 completers 
were only a fraction (0.7) unit) of one unit below the red lin^^^y 
contrast F72. completers were. ! unit behind by the 4th week of th^ (' ^ 
semester and from v/eeks 5^ through 13 were behind from 1.7* to 2.5 units, 
recovertog only during the last two weeks of -the semester. 

In contrast to the fall semester in which only .2 students took an 
early final examination, 7 373 students completed the course early.' » 

Four (1255) completers (equal number as F7^) did not meet course 1 
prerequisites (see Appendix A for course prerequisites). Each latked' • .« 

■ . - , . , • • ■ . ' ■ ' 4.. . > ' 

the requisite sciehce background and one had no high school algebra. 



P^'Scomoleter took developmental /:ourses concurrently. 
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\ Sixty-four percent (2V Students) of t^e completers hid all 'four 
biology cTass periods'^ fre^. and 36i (12 students) were a^^^ 

the course with only three c1as$ periods free, havinq scheduled another ^ 

'* ■ . ' , ■ ■ , ' ' ,' • 

course into one of the biolo^ tine periods s . , . J* 

Included among 573 completers was one F72 withdrawee. %, * 

In- Progress ♦ - " 

• In-propress students from both F72 and -573 completed an avjarage of ». 
13 units. Hoivever, progress bf S73 students (Figure 4) was considerably 
more uniform than that of F72 in-proqress students. ^73 progress Vas 
essentially linear through week 11. The si igh£ decrease in S73 progress 
during the reraiininci weeks of the semester (students were aware of the - 
avatl ability of a time extension) contrasts with an increased rUe of, 
progress for the same time period during F72s (students ooerating under ' 
an end of the sejuester doom's day assumption In which non-completers 
would receivfe fIC). 

Several ob.servationu about in-progress students: 1) §even (6455) 
students did not meet course prerequisites (the same numfc-.v. as F72J. 
SiXvof these had inadeqiiate high school science baclcgrojinds, 3 had no 
high school algebra (2 of these aiso.had inadequate science backgrounds)-, 
. 1 took :Oasic English (OEV 001) concurrently (in addition to having • 
inadequate hicih school science and no high schobl algebra)', t 
^ , Eight of the IV ^73 in-profciress- students registered to complete the 
/ course during the first surmer session of 1973 (June 4-JiJly 6). The 
remaining three students' chose to complete the course duri.np the fall 
1973 semester. The validity of the new^ktension policy^fbr in-progi^ess 
students which becomes effective F73 (see Appendix B) receives sujjport 
fropi the performance of the eight in-progress sunriary students, all of 



v/hich copipleted the. course during that time* Six students conoleted^ 
(iurihq the first .two weeks of summer session, and only, two continued * ' 
through to the end of the fifth week of , summer .session i No,sti^dent 
carried any other courses concurrently and so was free to concentrate 

' • ■ ■ , ■ - ' ■■ .V y ■ ■• / • 

on biol.d<iv. It will be of interest to observe the. fate or the. three 

students who chose to cor^lcte tlje. course during the fall lp73 semester. 0 

sixty-four 'perc*erit (7 students) of in-progress students Ijatl. ajl 

four biology per^iods free in their Schedules, ftn addibionaV ,27% {3 students) 

. ' ■ * I • ' .... 

had only three pjeriods fr^e, and 935 (1 student) jcept only two perJod,s 

open ' It would seem that thes^ students could least afford'to schedule . 

other courses into biology time Slots'. Th.isygroup of students included 

one ont withdrawee from F72. ' ' I * 



Students withdrew fron the course compared to 39% withdrawal for HZ. 



Uith4rawals - , - - 

.Twenty-seven nercent (16 stotrefflT)' of the originally enrolled 



The 121 decrease in i/ithdrawal Is encouraging. It would seem reasonable 

to expect that the nev/ college policy on tin» extensions Included in the 

course sy 11 a,buf alleviated the pressure to withdraw which sf^udents with 

slw;€}r progress undoubtedly faced during F72. . 

' Progress of withdrawing students Is plotted in Figure 5. Be aware 

that the' average number of units completed ^«ach week by withdrawing 

students is Wed on the number of students still remaining in the' 

course as of that time; therefore points a. Dng the curve jrfeprespnt 

differing nun4>ers of students. Students withdrawing during ftjie first ' 

■ ' nine weeks the semester were generally more advanced at the time of 

withdrawal than F72 students. " , . ■ ' 

Eight students (5056) did not meet science prerequisites.* Of these 

O . students, one also had no high school algebra and' one took Basic English 
'^ ERJC ' 

(OEV 00') concurrently. Two (13S6) students schedqled another course 



into orte of the l>io109y time periods. ' ^ ^ \ / ^ 

The withdrawing styderit completed an average of 4 units (range 0*1 7) / v 
Only two of the 14 students that took tests (tt/o students too^ no tests) 
did not pass the last test taken. » - ^ ^ * ^ 

■ ' . ■ , ■> ^ , : . ' 

Cause of wUhdrawat'ls again not clear. However, it dppears that ^ 
at least five students withdrei* for reasons that wel^ not specifically 
coui-se i-elated. Of the remaining 11 students, two never came to class 
at al^» (one of these also withdrew during F72), one contplet^d only 
' unit 0 (test on syllabus)^ one student withdrew after conipleting 17 units 
(he was receiving an NC in the laboratory portion of the course due' to 

excessive abs'lnces {he did not need ths credits foK graduation) , two ^ 

> ' • . . .' , 

• - t ' ■ ■ ■ ■ 

other students were v/i thdrav/ees from F72 (one after conjpletlng two , 

unite, the\j*ther after complet^ 9 units). 3 . 

Grades/. ' " . V "* ' " - 

PS.i Grades fot' the second semester approximate roughly .the Inverted 

bell of the F72 semester, with, the left side of the curve again disi^upted 

I by a 'relatively few number '\f A's ^OJK). Sets. Figure 6.^^ere was a 10)f 

increase In B's and an 1158 increase in C*<. No D's were earned, ti 4X 

decrease fron F72. flC's decreased ,13/6, IP's dimitiished 3%. \y 

An overview of gra<(6s in Biology 101 Is presented in Figure 7 

* ' ' ' 

which compares lecture cumnlatives (F70-S72) with PSI cumulatives {F72-S73). 

Gain Scores ~ . ; ' . 

„ The concept of a^^c'oufttability has received increased attention in 

educational circles in recent years. The "6 Statistic" ("G" symbolizing 

gain), is one of several means of measuring instructional effectiveness. 

, >t the beginning of the course each ^student, took a 100 point 

examinatiori (pre-test) equal toHhe final examination In length, content, 

.and difficulty. Each student also took a final examination (post-test) 



at the completion of the course/^ A gain scoro was obtained; for each 
student by calculating thx* ratio of actual gain made t'uHng the course, ' 
to the maximufi gain possible for that student. The ratio was calcuUted 

as follows: ' ^ . 

■ , '% . ' . ■ 

Example - A' student scored a 20X on the pre- test and 
^ an 85X on the post- test. 

'■ . ■ ' ■ ■ 
■ 6 * actual^aain - post-test - pre-test «« BB% - 20% '« .81 

possible gafn total - - pV«-test 10D?f - 201f , 

Reference to Appendix C indicates that a G of .81 ranks in 
,« the 98th percentile for progranined courses and the 9ftth 
i percentile for non-programnied c'our§es; 

^ The nea.f cj<tin for -tydents was 0.44 which ranks' at the 37th 
\ ^ percentiV. iCor gains in progransflied courses* and in the 64 th percent I lo 
for noo-programp)ed courses. * * , 

Attentto>t is being given to trie significance of the G statisti£f 
as it is not as high as expected* ,\ , 

Attftndance . ' 

The improved pacing of 573 istudjnts is also reflected In student 
attendance, shwvn in Figure 8. The relatively uniform weekly attendance 
^ ' -s during the first four weeks of S73 (likely du^* to the foui;; week time 

contingency) compares with a generally decreasing attendance during 'the 
same time>er1od of F72. l/hile attendance dropped 105^ during the next 
2 wee;<s of S73, arno-tlne did it fall below F72 le.vels until follov/ing 
spring vacation. * \ *^ 

The crush of students in the classroom during the last several * . 
weeks of the semester did not materialise during S73 apparently for 
rr»^/- several reasons. Since- students generally were not as far behind throughout 
$73 semester, there v/as less need for an end of semester sprint. Also, 



itudents opting for the time extension (In-progress) likely sensed less . 
he$^ io push toward the end of the* serester (see Figure 4,^week 12 onward)* 
Additionally, seven students had been eliminated frofh the classroon prior 

to the last week of the semester as a result of taking early final 

■V. ' - ■■' ^ '\ . .- * 

exani nations.; - " - ■ , • . 

■ , ■* ■• . ■ . • . > . ■•■ 

Despite qenerally uniform weekly attendance, dally attendance 
". . • 1' . ■ • ■ . ^ 

. oscillated considerably. Peak attendance typically occurred on Wednesday, 

with Icn/est (attendance on Fri()ay and flpnt^ay. Due to nearly unmanageable' 

student loaBi oh a nimifjer of Wednesdays, some attention will be .qiven\- 

- changing to a Jtond^' through Thursday or Tuesdjo' through Friday class 

' ' . • . ' , * 
schedule. ( Such a schedule ijiodificatiori should, assist equalizing d,aily 

- ■ ' / ■ ' ■ ■ ■ • 

attendance by not subjecting' the course to both a f-tonday and Friday 

8:30 class. \ 

Effects of Course Policy Change s ' 

Course policy was modified to accormodatc two major problems which . • 
developed during the F72 seniester. Procrastination and withdrawal rate^i 
were both (1'iscussed extensively in PSI ONE SEfCSTER LATER. 

I^WCRASTItlATIOtl: Appendix C of PSI ONE SEHESTER LATER describes a 

. . ^ ■ - ' V 

four week tine contingency to be used for the first tNnie during S73. , 
'fhe contingency was designed to aid students in getting an immediate start 
in the course. Ten students (17??) did not nfeet the contingency. This 



compares to 54?5 of the F72 stud^ts beinfl behind at the s^me point in time. 

The Instructor spoke persona^lly with each student who did not meet 
the deadline. Four of the ten students were experiencing ^al difficulty 
\iith the course/ one had extended 1l\ness d'jringthe first month of the 
semester; and five students appeared tp not have gotten into the course. ^ 
Every student expressed a strong deslr^^ to remain in^Jhe course. In , 
ERJC each case a new> mutually agreed upon, time contingency was set which 



y 



would Insure that each student was on the red line within several wcfeks. 
Only two, students met, the conUnnency, aVid continued to cotnplete the course 

by the end of ttie semester. Ilhlle" none^of the remaining* eight i^as asked 

> . ■ * ■ ■ - /, . ■ ■ 

to'iwlthdr^/, two did so In the course of the semester. The six remaining . 
students continued to pjod, were In-progrdss at the 6nd of the semester 
and ail completed the course during the fiHt surrmer session 73. 

The effects of the i^our week contingency appear well Illustrated in 
-thestudent pro^iress fates (Figures 1, 3, 4, 5). The effect is equally . 

• • ' ■ ■ . ■ _ '■■ ■ " ^ ' ^ s 

pronounced in attendance .during the first four weeks of S73 as cohjpared 
with F72 (Figure ii). • ' \ 

In addition to the time contingency other fac;ors"> likely contributed 

, .. . ... ,,[-'■■. ' ' , 

to the over' all Imprbved pace of work '[throughout the semester: T) Word 



spread to the S73 class froh F^2 students that, while the course Involved 
considerable work, 'it was mianageabl.e If. one paced piirOperly. Indeed^ the 



work to 1)6 done did not go /away If one slipped behind. 2) Second semester 
students are perhaps a somewhat more serious group due to first semestfir 
attrition from the col lege> increased acclimation to college life, etc. 
It Is encouraging that the new college policy (Appendix 0, PSI OHE \ 
' SiMESJER LATER) opening the end of th^ semester fpr students requiring \^ 
additional time to complete the course did not aggravate the procrastination 
problem* The mature treatment bf the policy by studehts is also underscored 
by a 355 decrease of in-progress students over F72i ( F72 students worked 
» under arv assumed pnd of semester doom's day.) 
Wit hdrawal 

While the v/ithdrawal rate is still of concern/ there is question as 
to ivhether it, 6an be substantially reduced. S73 course policy clearly 
^ provided a start of semester nudge (four week contingency) and an end 
semester time extension. These features plus extensive individual 



attentlbn to anyone desirfng It tends 'to suggest that students wHhdi*w 

^-■■■'■■^ ■ . • . ; ■ ■ ■ . , 'i ■ ... ■ ■ ^ ' • - , /• =. ' . 

primarily for a reasorf, Or* icon^osite 4f reasons* beyond the control of 

■ ' ' ■ " ' ■ ■■ ' ■ . • ■ ,- ■ . ■ ' ' "■ ■ ■■ ' - ■■■ ■' 

the coui"S(B»»et;g./lack 6f Interest in biology, course requires too* much ♦ # » 

, ■ ■i'''".V*';^ ' , ■ . "■' ■. ■ 

\ior\i^ PSI'is not suited to cognitive style of student, personal problems,. 

".. ' ' . .'. ' 4 ' f f 

''■••«'■■ » - » 

One of. the [Host difficult aspects of the course to accept during, th^_ 

> ■ ', ■ ; - ■ ■ ' ' ' " : 

* past two semesters is the marked disparity between student perfonnanc^ In 

■ ; ^ ■ - ■ ■ '* ' ■ ■ , ^ - . ■ ■ . , 

the\PSI and laboratory portions of the . course. ^.Thl! laboratory. .is conducted 

\ "in a traditional, lock-jstep manner. The disparfty is well illustrated in 

F1flure'9. In the past two semesters 311 of the students earned D's in the 

laboratory while only .4^15 earned D's in the PSI portion of the course. ' 

Twenty-three percent of the students earned C's in the laboratory as opposed^ 

to 1655- iji the. PSI part of the course. Correspondingly, students earned 

J ' conpara^ivety fewer A's ai^d B's in the laboratory.j laboratory perfo>*mance. 

during the past twi semesters bears 'striking resenlblarice to perforttiance 

in the lecture portion of the course from fall.1970 through spring 1972 

(Figure 7). ' n ,. . • 

Figure' 10 expresses the data. in a somewhat different manner. Here 

laboratory performance is expressed on ^he basis of the percentage of 

studants passing the course who scored higher, the same, or lower In the 

laboratory as compared to the non- laboratory portion of the course. The 

graph includes Information covering the, per^ when the non-laSoratory 

portion of the course was conducted on 'lecture (F70-S7'2) as well, as PSI ■ 

\ (F72-S73) format. The grjiph requires little comment, for it clearly 

Yeveals the dr^atic decrease In relative quality s>f laboratbry work 

dur.ing the last two semesters. (The term "relative quality" is uspd since ■ ' 

O the shift in grades is due primarily t6 improved quality of work in the 

ERJC • \ ' • , 

nnn-ilahoratnru nnrtiop ^-f murgo /p<;t^ hon<nnino In th'p^faVI nf 197?. 



One week prior to the end of thfi_S73 sefnester students again 
completed aii extensive, anonynous evaluatlon^of VSI. the questionnaire ^ 
was identical to*that used durijpq the F72 senester. Sain(J1e size ^(^^^ S73 

i The attached copies of the q^e?tionnai;re, incluae'^ data friHn botfkJ72 ■ 
land S73. F7i? figures appear to the left of eacMtefn and S73 figures, 
Appear to the rioht. S73 responses: are similar to those '^f row F72.-. 
I'irltteri responses to questions 28 to 3l and question 70" are not^includpd 
lij this report, , ' ' * 4 



3I0L00V 101 EVALUATJON J$72-73 ? 
PSRSdHALIZ'b SYSTgH OF INSTI^UGTtON 



TiV) V iiyaluat iort form is my primary source of Information ^bout 
your raaict^ons to 'tn^ Introducftory bloVogyVcoursa vou just oomjDldwdv 
STrrcir ch{in0«^' tn thrcou»*s« structiirti will be Bistd ;bh your an5Wisrs> 
It Js v^Tyy Imoortant to roa that '/pur rasp<yise$ ara antlraly honast. 
Ptaassi not lea that tffTVsjjuastlonf^ anonymousv I will greatly 

*ppraclat^ yoiiif^x;oop«ratlo^ dasign a o^tter course* 



Ganeral Course ^valo atlon 

. K Aref the object fvas of the cours^ clear? 
V " 79% A 90V _ 18% o n . 1%.C 2\ v 3% 0 0% 



c 



0% S 0% 



2, Ar« the test* fair? 
7^% A 73% 2l^ 8 12% 



3% C 0% 



0% d4% 



0% £ 2% 



3. 
63% 

A. 
47%' 



5. 



Ar« grades assigned falry^l / 
A 63% 37% 8 Ul'* ^ ' 0% C 7% C%-^6 

inimr — ' • > ' ■ — -— — — - 



3% 



0% E 2% 



Hc(w woglrf YOU reto the contribution the textbook to the courset 
A 36% n 47% 8 43% 



5% c 7% 



0% 0 2% 



0% E 



0% 




6, 



18% 
47% 
2«% 

i • 
« 

• 0% 

53% 

< 8% 

8. 

13% 
39% 
29% 



Ing Aat th«^1«?^n^e'' ppktlor/^ thi 
^dltf»,\ I thlnV, the amount of Wr\ re 
er p#rf.|on bf the /coof ,PO>ilon 



the/coyfsir ' 



tOO' 




pin coafep«r|90fi wtth ^ credit lecture courses , I think that the 
jBOimt of voork required' In the' "lecture" portion of this course 

A. rm^ greater 21% 3% D. 'less o% 

B. greater 46% 8% much less o%.v^ • 

C. about 'the saaie 29% . " 

*• . 

In cofl^parlson with lecture courses, the degree ofa^rcsaurc on . 
m to do the work of this course was: ^ 
A. Much greater 14 > ' 21% o; Uss 17% 
8. greater- 53% 31 £. much lass 4% 

. C. about the same 9% 3% other 

In ecfltparlson wjtll lecture courses you have taken, rank the 
difficulty of this course. f 
A. Diuch nore.olff Icult^* 13%0. less difficult 19% \ 
8. rwre difficult 2?% " * 

C. about t ho same -31% 



5%E. much les^i^lff icu.U 4% 



■ ■ ■ ■/.. ■ -111 



K.' 



In comparison ylth Uctur-e cours«», the p«rc«ntacj« of my mastery 
ofNthe.matoMal In this course wait 
31v a;«V Much greater 41% ■ * • - > 
44% B. ' greater 34* J. 2*^ J*" '?* 

U% C. about the sa(nel7% ' ^^V^' much less 0% ^ 

10. In. comparison with lecture courses, the feeling of achlevtiment, 
, generated by passing tests In this course was: 

38% A. 'much greater 34% ,^ . ■ . * 

38% 8. grener^ 53% 5% D. less 4% 

19% c / about the same 7% . °* 2- «iuch UsS 0% 

11. In cofnparlson with lecture courses general.ly, my enjoyinent of this 
course *as: - ■ . - 

A. muci». greater 19% ' 8% 0. less 4% 
47* 8. .greater Sl%. 3% £. much less .4% 

21% c. about th^ same 21% 



12. In cowpa** I sori "with lecture courses generally, the frequency of ch^^atlng. 
In 'th^li. course was: , 

0% A. /(Ttuch greater 0* . 29% o. le«^ 21* 

0* 8/ greater 0% . 55% nwoh less 58% 
15* C. about the saroa9% . • 

13. / In cofliparlson wl'th lecture courses- generally, my temptation to cheat , 
/ ■ was: ■ • : . , ■ " ■ ' ■ - 

3% A. much greater 0* 25% o. loss 19* ' 

^ 3* 0. graater ./ 7%. 36% e. much less 51% 
33% c. about the sariie 14% • 



\k. In-cbirtpaf-lson with othe<: courses generally, p:y un<i«rstafrdfng of basic 
:conee(>t*"anct prtnctplesMn this course was: . * 

27^ A. mi/ch ^J'iater 29% 0% D. leas 7% 

.57%,8. greater ' 39% o% £. much less 2%' » , 

16* about the same^l* , ' *. 

15. In'compar'lso'n with lecture courses generally, my tendency to memorize 

detaSls.ln this cour&9 was: 
X4%A. much greater 21% 5^ >q . 

\llr' ^Z'TL °* muc'hVe,s:o% " 

32% C. about the saiM 26imf \ \ . 



16. !n cbmpaplson with lecture courses generally^ the influence of the 
Instructor on me In this course wast 

11% A. friuch greater 41% 19% 0. less' $*%;/^ 

.SI^91' greater 34% 0% 6. riwch less .0% 

mc* abput the same 3^4% / - ; 

■■ • ' /' . , ' - ■ ■ ' 

17. In comparison with lecture courses generally, the recognition of me 

* as an individual In this cpursa was: 
15% A* much greater 29% 5% 0. less 7% 

57% a. greater 34% 0% S, much leseO% ^ 

19% about the same 29% , 



18. As the term want on, .1 found that my study habits In this coursa were: 
19% A. greatly Improved ij.^ 8% 0. harmed' 9% 

54% 3. Fmprov«d 43% 3% £. grwtly harmed 2S ' ' 

•m -C. unai'fected 12% j 

19. As the terrn went on, confldanca In my abllllty to (naste** the unJts: 
i.4% A. tncreased greatly il% 0. decreaked 12% 

65% 8. Increased 43> E. ^ecreajied greatly 0% 

16% C. v^s unchanged 14% ; . ' 

20. The sUe of the^'onlts'ln this course v«si ■\ • * 
3% A. much too great 0% / o% 0, too smin^,2% " 

16% 8. too great 7% o% E. much too sfl»UO%* 

78* C. about right 91% • . , - 

■ ■ ■ • "1 ■ - ' ■ - 

*21. As the term, went on, ehy worry. about my flf»4* standing In the cours«! 

17% A. .Increased gre'jtly 12% 19% 0. decreased 21% 

42% 6. Increased 36% 3% g. deer ea44d greatly 2% 

19% c. remained about the .san>« 31% ^ 

22* Of your total study t fma per weak, approxlt^wtely what pei^Mntage of - 
this time, do you devote' tb studying materJil In this course? 

8% A. b-15t K 0% 38% 0. ,l»5-60* 34% . 

.U%, 8, 15^30* 12% - 14% E. iwre than 601 of th« total 24% 

27% c. 30-'»5a; 29%^ ^, , study time / 

23. bVider what 'conditions' do you studyl , .' 
59% ^ A. Jn slleixo 73%' ' . - i 

19% ' 8. ' usually with a record player, or radio 17% 
^2% c. other 9% : • V 

24. Do you frequently study the 'course material with sonteone else? , 
83% A. no 75% , 24%!^* ^* 3 other persons o% . 
17^ 8. .yes, with 1 € thai* JSerson{o% E. yes, vflth h other persons o% - 

3% c, yes, with 2 other porsons 0%\ ; ». ; 

25. Would you reconmend this course to. your good friends? 
0% A. def Iflltaly not 4%' 62% J, ye» $0% 

11% B. maybe I 4% 8% E. ix> opinion 14% 
. 19% c- probably 19% 

26e .Vtould you re^cambnti this type of Instruction^ Ke^^ PSi7 

0% . A. daf Inttely not 2% . 70% o, yes 80% 

11^ 8. m;iybe 9% 3% no opinion 4% 

16% probal^ly 2% ^ . 

If. Rate your learning Jn this course against all other courses you 

have •taken so Far. ; 

30% A. much greater 48% 5% D. Atfis \ 4*51 / 

54% 8, greater 39% ^ 0% much less 0% 

11% c. aix)ui; the $an(« \ 



13 



23. Spdcify what it is that made ydu learn In this course. 

29, Specify what tt Is that Interferred with >t)ur learning in this course, 

30. What aspect(s) of this course dfd you especIaMy Ukel 



31. What aspect (s) oF this course did you especU1%. dislike? ^ 



32. tf you could chsngl^^one aspect of th« course' to Improve it, (<^at. 
s-ouid you- change?. 



33« Gcndrsl corrmerttst 



3**' Considering all of the above qualities which air^e applicable, how 
■ would you rate thljs course? 

'i6% A 46% 47% B 43* 3% C 9% 3% 0 0%_ 0% £ 2% 

' -mmm" — ~ — ~~ ■ — mi bad 

H . Proctor £val uatlon 

35. * Old your proctor know the subject natter sufficiently well to do a 
goo'd job of grading your tests? - ' 

46V AtQ% 54» 8 36% 0\ C;J^\ ClO 2% 00 6 0% 

VERY KNOWLEOfiZABUE '. ~ IHtOMPfTENt 

36. 0|d your proctor know the subject matter sufficiently well to provide 
adequoto tutoring essistance? . / 

46% A 51% 43% B 4X» .11% C 4% 0% 0 jZi 0% E 0% 

VERY mWLeDGeABLE ^ ,' INCOMPETENT 

37. Was y(5iir proctor helpful when you had difficulty? / 
65% A 68% 35% 3 26% 0% C 9% 0% D b% 0% E 0% 

■ ACTIVSLy HELPFUL ' " / NOT HELPFUL , 

38> Did ho acpear sensitive to your feelings and problK^s? 
O V 49% A 63% ' 41% 9 26% 8% C 4% 0% q' ?% 3% g 0% 
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RESPONSIVE "~ ' UNA'WARE 



f 
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39. Was ho f)«xlblo? 



3e»i A Al\ 



sot! B 41% 



11% C 17% 



FLEXIBLE 



J< D'2% 



' 0% I 0% 



i<Oi Old he icske yoiPfeel. free to ask questions, disagree, .<jxpress your . 

Ideaji, etc.1 . '•J 

59% A 60% 30% B 29% '. U% C 7% 0% ,0 4% 0% E 0% 

Ef^W MbES gruTgNY tbEAr . INTOLERANT 

Ijl. , Was he fair 6nd Impartial In hi* dcAr<ng5 vltU you? 

73V A 63* 24% B 2 9% 3 . t 2H 0% _ J.L2V_ 

V p^j^-^^ _ 



0% E Of 



1*2. he teU you when you had done particularly. well? 

^^-'^ ^» 80% -^0% a 21% ; n 0^ 0% 0 0% 

aLv/aVs ■ 



0% E c 

NEVEl^ 



tons <dcrirjg all bf the above qua! UieS which are appl icable, how would * 
you rate this proctor? ' 
5^% A 70% 46% ti ?■!% >% C 9% • 0% Q 0% 0% • E_0 

rxCElLENf ■ ~* 



((I. Instructor Evaluation 

















e% 




35% 




65. 








11* 




27t 




66. 




4% 




64% 








67. 
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70. 



Jst.sernsstcr H 
2nd serester 63% 



Your cumulative GPA: 
A. U.O 0% 

C. 2. 00-2 .-9958-1 



0. '♦th semester 
E. Part*t!ffie 



17% 

"2V 



(Aoplles only If this Is not. your first semester.) 
35 D, 1.00-1.99 7% ' 
0% E. 0.00-0.99 P% • 



If this t* your first samestor at NCCC, how do yo'J e stlr wte your 
overoU perforinancc In all courses you are now taking? 
A. A student c% p. 6 student 

e. B student 4* E. 

C. C student 



course with 0 PS I or lacture"apprcach , vvould you choose PS I? - 
A. yos Sl-^B. probably yes 3%c. probably not 0. no 2% . 

73% 14% ' 9% 

If you had the choice of taking a r.on- sc f ence' ^course v/lth"a PSl or 
lecture approach, 'would you choose PS i 7 ' ^ 

A. yes 4S"s» 6. probably yes 24> C. probably not 0. no 9* 

36-^ . 36% ■ 17% 
how trony units of this course did you complete'? , 



70. -If you did r.oC complete all 2C units, vAjuld you Ijkc to suggest how 
the' course could^bfe run differently to prevent your falling behind 



FALL 1073 SEMESTER 

For the first time, enrolliHeiit in Biology 101 will be increased to 
eighty students. PSI s|v)uld be ^ able to accommodate this number of students 

. provided there are no spatial or proctor shortage problems. He face both. 
Due to a relatively small pool of eligible persons there has been difficulty' 
obtaining an adequate number of proctors to hindle •80 Sstudents. Additionally 
the coufse will be offered under restrictive sp^ce accommodations. 

Course prerequisites have j)een relaxed slightly for F73 (Appendix D)i 

X Of the 19 students enroll §d In the course during S73 that did not meet, 
course prerequisites* 10 (53%) students completed the course either by 
the enil of the semester (4 students) or by the end of the first suiwner 
session of 1973 (6 students). Further .relaxation of prerequisites Is 
pdnding final ization of a new developmental program at the college. 



. 0 IN-f'ROGR^S STUDEMTS FROfl F72 

A vford mu$t be said about the 12 F7 2 students .who, reregistered to > 

compi ete the C9urs8 dur i ng ; tak i n<) , up \vhere they 1 eft of f . Ei ght of ' 

. • . >* . . 

these students finished the course dqrinq the second semester. Two of the 

remaining four studen^^ did not appear at all, one came to the. classroom 

once; took and passed a test; and never Yeturn%l. The fourth student did 

not come to. class untl'l the 10th week and thereafter appeared every otTier ' 

weekl this student reregistered for the course a second time during the 

flrsi Summer session. 1973 and con^leted the work. Figure 11\ summarizes the 

Eventual placement'(9f F72 students. Fifty-six percent of the Original class 

of 57 studeats passed the course {A0% completers and 16X 1rt-progi»^ss at the 

close of F72). Forty-four percent of the class received NC's (39){\lth- 

dravfdls and 5X In-progress at close of F72). 

F72 in-proqress students created several problems. l)_^It was necessary 

to be prepared to han^Jle them at the beplioning of the semester, at a time 

when proctors were busy prepaHnq to acconinodate the 60 new students in the 

cpurse. D^ipite elabor^ate plans to^acconmodate the IP's and a personal 

" ■' ' ' - . ^ 

memo to each student five weeks into the semester reminding them that time 
was quickly slipping by, they did not appear in the classroom generally 
until toward the end of the semester. This also was not a convenient time 
for ac'cofimodaMng them. A look at thiese students' registration records 
provided a good explanation for their pVocrastination. Eight of these 
students carried oveTjloads ranging from\7 to 22 credits. A selfrpacing^' 
course does not compete well against s\jch\odds. Additionally only 3 students f 
kept the 4 class periods scheduled for Biology 101 free In their spring 
schedules. Three students kept 3 class periods free, 3 retained 2, 2 students 
kept one class period free and one -student kept none .free. 



Obviously* sane cutting of other classes eventually occu»*red by IP's in 

order to con7>lete. the course"^ Despite the above logistical problemsi the*. 

■. ' ■ . . ' ■ ■' ) "■ ■■ ' 1 ■ 

arrangement for handling In-pro^rejs students seemed educationally unsound 

* ' -. ..■ ■ ^ ' ' — •■ 

In that^iost students ^pread the ^rie -semester course over 9 months with 

significant time s'paces during which no attention was given to biology. Hpt 

only would the cours'e almo^ unavoidably come apart with such. treatment, 

students were faced with heeding to'reassemble the course In prepsiratlon 

-for the final examiaa,t1on. ' . • 

As a result of the problems described, art experimental solution for 

, ....... ^ • . • ■ ■ 

handling IP's was developed late in the S73 semester, for enactment In the 
F/j'siinester. The policy is outlined In Appendix B/of this paper.* Uhile 
not yet in effect, the policy is already^substantiany validated by the^ 
results of S73 in progress students who continued the cours^ during the 
first summer session of 1973. 



Table 1. Comparison of Grade Point Averages (GPA),of Biology 101 Students, 



Withdrawals 
In-Progress 
Completer 



G R A D f 


P 0 I n T A V E 


R A G 


Heah 


RANGE 




...^ _ 

F72 S73 


F72 


S73 


2.00 1.96 


• * 0-4.00 


0-3.00 




2.A5 
3.07 



2.36 
2.R0 



1.83-3.34 
1.74-4.00 



1.50-3.31 
2.00-3.83 



Cumulative 6PA as of the close of F72 and S73 semesters. CPA 
does not include grade for Biology 101. 
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; . APPENDIX A . / 

. ' ' ■ . * ' . ' ■ ... 

* . ' • * ' f 

i ■ . . , ■ ^ , • ■■ ' 

Biology 101-Course Prerequisites Through $73 ' • 

■ . > ' 

•1, ninimuTrt of trto years hinh school science with an averaqe 
V of 70?! or higher, j • 

2. Minimufti of high school Algebra or DEV fV\T 005 (Basic Concepts 
• of Matheinatics) concurrently. 

3. PEV flAT 005 is only developmental course (DEV) to be taken 
concurrently.' 
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, APPENDIX 0 

Time Extension Policy for Biology 101. Effective F73 

The Tire- Extension Policy for PSI Courses (February 16, 1973) remains 

In effect. However, students not conpletlng Biology 101 during the fall 

1973*semester vvin only be able to utilize the T1r}e-|xtens Ion Policy during 

lllnterlm 1974. students not coi^letlng.the course jiy the end of U1nter1^n■ 
"■ ■ — / , ■ ' ■ ' ' ' // " ' ' - ' 
will receive an fIC.' and will- be required to retake^fthe course under standard 

"coiurse repeat" regulations. i 

W1nter1nii|)r.ov1des an Ideal, block of time Ipijiedlately following the 
semester which Is relatively free from 'other cof^rse demands. The W1|iter1m 
course schedule of all 1n-progress students mu|t be approved by Mr. Galnty, 

The above policy will be reviewed at thejerid of Janiiary 1974. .If 
results of the policy A/arrant,' It will be e)jpanded to Include completion 
of the course by spring 1974 IP's during th^ first summer session. 



6E$T COPY AVAILABLE 
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Iwfc it ii cf.iM»c rc^^rk» crvUiKd lo Kgwirt lc< 
indifcc. fo (he crteri tnji ''ff jiiyUiin5 \i exu($ 
'>nHj tiuauirty. and If i( exiiU in some <iiiyntity, it can 
viosufgO." At li*S v,M feci iWM ivhaviof cJuwi^c is our 

of <;u;)iuiryirt3 behavior tljunvv Is ihv: C sfalUUc. a 
lo-j>o«iblv falio (McCJuijjjiT. f, O. and IVtcis. ft. 
r., iyS^). The C%^tu;rtlic ^^iJiiwi pufjIiciiV ^quKuJent 
"^i.l or fjfv;- pO^iC'fe^rscorvi w(t?i\%vwl total s><)\£tbfc 
tot C3di. i^Rlt is t>»c rfc-l«l $cdr«v I'ftST U th« . 
ksr jcofc; and TOTAL is ihc maMinum jmvible 

' - . • " lcl> • , 
cxampk. if 0 stiufcm jiocs Mort^ 2(^?» lo 92^ In fit - 
' v^t lesiing. hhgoirr jcore is cqIcalatcO: 



72 ♦ 

* * ,so 

:ryj. so. 



iGuipti (IV6/)pomU out, however: 

^ AVhile Ihb sfn(<$y, and < fit raHonalc for lb< 
suirtiic Q i^ms 10 be ihc mosi reasonable 
onc» jaiite mcmbcn of ific- rducalional and 
publisWOfi CQmf«it/iiti(?i bc<rt slow, in 

itcccpUnt: tlicm . . . ' 

V fadlUaie fntcfpruialion of 0, McCgJe-an pi^nti 
of 0 for 37 pfoj^ramnicd and U'non-progrtimjncd 
js; ijicUiding couf!«i al ihe collcfje. kvijl. TLMollow. 
ciccntili laWif fof G in Iho next celumn b^en 

v-d from McGul^an** doM, 

.r e.xam|ili}« m our current hvhouic A^lcsilng of oyf 
lolcgy iHOj*rjm. vsv arc finding Ji avcraf#(i of 
s*.*6uld pbce th;? lf:lv5viof change atlfibviUblc io if.e 

j>d Jhe VVjh piwortlilc conipwd wiJh non- 
j:MJ5icil coufMs; In uirncss io ilw stiftJivS Midiiijaii 
hvwys^r, ioftK" of the dati wXifc cu»cclcd ai fjr 
a? iWil, v.hcrt Ih-J'se.ui: of Ihv* all ii| educational 
.:u\V> ^^•^•i ^til! 10 early cvotvlMj tlaiio. 
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■ > . APPEnOIX D , ' 

Blolonv 101 Prerequisite Effec tive j73 

. 1. Minimum of two years high school science with an average of 
70% or higher. ' ' 

'2. OEV RDO 010 {Basic Readitig) not to be taken concurrently* 
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